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THE INTERPRETATION OF GEN. 6:3. 
By Pbofessor George Kicker Berry, Ph.D., 

Colgate University, Hamilton, N. Y. 

The chief object of the present consideration of this verse is 
to offer some suggestions concerning the word TIT ; what is said 
with reference to the remainder of the verse is really subordinate 
to this object. 

The verb liT is generally, if not universally, explained as the 
imperfect of an Y'J verb, TH , to which the meanings assigned, 
however, are very diverse. Of the versions, the LXX, Vulgate, 
Peshitto, and Onkelos render "remain, abide." It is commonly 
assumed that they had a different text from the Massoretic, but 
that is not at all certain. Of the lexicons, Ges.-Buhl 13 adopts the 
same rendering "bleiben," for which, however, it can quote no 
better authority than the Egyptian- Arabic word ^o , jjljo > 
which means " immerwahrend etwas thun." Siegfried-Stade 
quote no kindred root and give as the meaning "sich erniedri- 
gen?". Briggs-Driver-Brown put the discussion of the word 
under the root T^ , but give no positive opinion, contenting 
themselves with stating four different views, to each of which 
they give some strong objection. It is presumably needless to 
quote the multifarious opinions of commentators. 

It is surprising, however, that the unnaturalness of deriving 
this word from an Y'5 root has not been generally observed. Of 
course, the usual form of an Y'5 imperfect would be "iYT 1 . The 
form TIT could not strictly be a stative imperfect like "lifcT or 
TOiS"] , for then it would be TIT . Sin" 1 presents the same form, 
but Xin" 1 itself is an unusual form. The form TIT could be that 
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of the Y'5 1 jussive imperfect, but that is rendered quite improbable 
by the occurrence of iO and not bill before the word. So any 
explanation of TIT as an Y'S form meets with difficulties. Add 
to these considerations the fact that those who regard it as a 
form of an Y'J verb are unable to present any parallel root in the 
Arabic or elsewhere which is at all satisfactory, and it must be 
evident that it is not natural to consider it a form of an Y'5 verb, 
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It is natural, however, to consider the form to be that of an 
$"$ verb 1 M . The only possible difficulty in form is the vowel 1 , 
fully written when it would really be tone-long. But in answer 
to this it may be said, first, that the same objection would hold 
against the common view that it is the jussive imperfect of an 
1"? verb, and, secondly, that the full writing of a tone-long vowel 
is sufficiently common to make an argument from it of little value. 

If we grant that the root is most naturally $"$ , the question 
next arises whether the root "OT can be identified. The Arabic 
gives no root of this kind which has an appropriate meaning, the 
root ~.S in Arabic meaning "to murmur, buzz." It is now con- 
ceded by many, however, that the Assyrian has at least as much 
right to be consulted in reference to Hebrew roots as the Arabic. 
Turning to the Assyrian, we find the root dananu {1S1) to be 
one of the most common in the language, meaning "to be strong, 
powerful." The definition of Delitzsch (Handworterbuch, p. 223) 
is "stark, fest, machtig sein oder werden." 

Before attempting to see how this meaning suits the context 
in Gen. 6:3, let us note some probable traces of the existence of 
the same root outside of Assyrian, aside from this passage. One 
such may be claimed in Hebrew. In Josh. 15:49 occurs the 
name of a city in the tribe of Judah, TQ"^ . This is obviously a 
noun with the feminine ending from a root "OT . The derivation 
of this word has given much trouble, but it has commonly been 
assigned to a root "M . This has sometimes been explained as 
equivalent to Arabic ".& "to murmur, buzz," and sometimes 
even as equivalent to Arabic J. 3 , assumed to be another form of 
r»lS "to be low." "OT "to be strong" gives a very appropriate 
meaning for a city, especially when it is remembered that the 
word TTStt is in form the precise Hebrew equivalent of the 
Assyrian word dannatu, from root dananu, meaning "a for- 
tress, a fortified city." 

For the occurrence of the root 1S1 in Aramaic, reference may 
be made to what is said by Professor 0. Levias in AJSL., Vol. 
XV, p. 191. It is there noted that the word n yi , or 1311 , was 
explained by Kasl from tradition as meaning "be strong." Levias 
identifies the root with the Assyrian danftnu. 

It is now pertinent to inquire whether the meaning "to be 
strong, powerful " is appropriate in Gen. 6:3. I adopt in general, 
for the remainder of the verse, the interpretation of Dillmann in 
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his commentary, so that I shall not attempt to consider in detail 
the difficulties, but only to see whether this meaning suggested 
for "jiT is suitable in the connection. Dillmann defines "TO"! 
here in language which may be rendered "the spirit of life from 
God given to men, 2:7, the principle of their physical and spir- 
itual life." It is evident that Dillmann would render h ffi*l 
"spirit from me," regarding the suffix as equivalent to a genitive 
of source, which is, syntactically, altogether possible. The defini- 
tion also appears to give to 11*1*1 the meaning, which it has else- 
where, of the immaterial part of man, which serves to animate the 
physical body. The thought that the Wl which man has pro- 
ceeds from God is plainly in harmony with general Old Testament 
teaching, as it is seen explicitly in Ecc. 1:27, "and the spirit 
return unto God who gave it," and implied in such passages as 
Numb. 16:22, "O God, the God of the spirits of all flesh." 

The phrase Ob"v here does not necessarily mean "forever" 
in the modern sense. Db'5 may have its more common meaning, 
"indefinite duration, unlimited duration," in which case fib'sb 
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would mean "for an indefinite, unlimited period." 

In accordance with what has been said, I should translate 
freely the first part of the verse as follows : "And Jehovah said, 
The spirit from me shall not be powerful in mankind for an 
unlimited period." In what sense would the words "be power- 
ful" be used? Naturally in reference to the usual work of the 
spirit of a man in animating his body. So that this part of the 
verse might be paraphrased, "And Jehovah said, The immaterial 
part of man coming from me as its source shall not for an unlim- 
ited period manifest its power in animating the bodies of men ;" 
in other words, men shall not live for an unlimited period. 

The remainder of the verse may be passed over briefly. The 
next clause gives the reason for this determination of Jehovah, 
"in their going astray they are flesh." The concluding clause, 
"and his days shall be a hundred and twenty years," is really an 
expansion of the first clause of the verse. The statement there 
made, man shall not live for an unlimited period, is here followed 
by the statement of the limit, a hundred and twenty years. This 
connection of thought would be the same whether the limit were 
understood to be the time until the flood or the future limit of 
individual life. I prefer to follow Dillmann in the latter view, 
for the reasons which he gives. 



